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Several excellent analyses of the non-financial aspects 
of accessibility have appeared during the last few ene Dr 
lite Lergenerdldy acinowledsedsthatetncre is cimbalences.m maa ver-— 
sity representation between ee en females, and among those 
from differing family backgrounds (e.g. based on such factors 
as ethnicity, occupationvofe father, parental education, bloca— 
WHOnvoOL Nome, murber of chiddren an vite le and religious 
Mee UVatmOma. Te Obiac venoms Dlr slemeniLod to, an 
enalvers Of @ccocsi bila 1a Garis 0. erie. a ncome: | 
findings do net anvalidate ithe sipnisicence of arguments based 


on non-financial considerations. However, it is easier to eva- 


juate and -counver the financial restrictions ito accessibility 


that the emotionally loaded and more a a psychological 


and social restrictions that have been decumented by our social 
scuentists., 

Lis .Daper analyses, financial accessibility asawelL 
meadiilv aval laglendate sa UVeperait buvinot tan a auhecore ican 
optimal manner. The reader should refer to our ee 


Federal and Provincial Student Aid in Canada for a more compre- 


’ een eee 2 
hensive study “of the theory of measuring financial accessibility .—’ 


1/ John } Porte Tne Vertical oseie;, Toronco: University © 


Press, Looe 
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ChristopnertJences nang wane | vesmaa | bneth Cates Cane voli con, 
New Yoric: Gloublecay, 1956, 

hobert Tin Pike, ccesean Alisy. to eneT eee VexOOp ea Camacay 
Ottaiie Stor be pameched in 1070 bie tne fe ocieison 


ow Univer swGLres oa Colleccs iol Canada. 
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2) cee Neo, Off RNS Secre barns Oo Laue. Pederad sand (Provinces 
Studerns A1d in ‘Canada, 1°55— oy. and 1057-S5€, Ottawa: Queen's 
Coe Ucstveeiian tT rearnia ws: gerne 
Panter, 2070, Appendix Le 
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Summary 


dive is widely believed that children of low income 4 
families ir Canada are underrepresented in our universities 
and other POS oO ey INS titigeons, Lime Oeliel has 
frown ous ov, and been solidified by, repeated pronouncements 
of student organizations, polituwetens and the press, But 
Such sopinsons are Only u.as ve ladgas the facies wse@ tolbacia chem 
Up, and VO Une’ logic: carrying simese’ Pacis igo Concrevesconcim= 
SOUS. Unfortunately 1 Many (Opamions nave Deen baseceseagicr 
G@urectly or indirectly on misleading data. Some Gecent Dominion 
Bureau of Statistics studies : han the questi 
Pinencial accessor) Mae tinvomcetucr™pors vec ws Phe 
rc ences SUUGTCst sl Sac Oud sew set of conclusions: 
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i, “that chilersn of Pamviaes ih) an Uiesonelor meses than 
G3 000swere better revressnted at Canadian wiiversities curing 
? 

tne 1950's then Drevious Slucies surecest : 


ea that BCCOSS2 Dua eos children Ol “Sarid MOS Gn an 
mmcome OS 635 00C21C) CUC tid nos aneréase. 1a Trelacven to 6176 


of parents! iNCcore:: 


B. Lnatraccessa oli vy aor wen eren Of "sant ives suo an 
income exceeding 410,000 was generally higher than average, but 
not as high as hitherto believed: 


Ls that -in terre of parental. income, une farmidices wisn 
children at Canadian pnost-secondary insticutions are reasonably 
analogous to ati fami iaessaakely Co nave chatiren, olGr enous into 
attend these institucions; and 
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Let. US -exes2ne/ the new efacts which Lead us: to these 
CONCLUSIONS. 


Undergraduates 


a7 


The D8S survey of 1961-62 undergraduates produced profiles of 


the income distribution of students which were compared with the 


inccme cistribution of taxpayers see Table 1), 
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TABLE 2: Income Level— Students’ Parents and Canadion Taxpayers 


ee Oe 
| | pe ee en 
Faculty ees ESB AER | Sete | ARMS | IERIE | Sieeee | tore | ete 
fe ec ae : Tpeccent) eee ee Tc "tt 
Canaoda- } : 
Arte engclonce’ foe, wert tok ole pe 10.5 21.0 14.1 17.9 11.3 13.6 11.6 100.0 6,448 
EOCUCS ELON Bee cc sscratensceste sivas cssverspavesssadstesee teers 21.6 32.5 13.3 13.6 9.4 6.5 3.1 | 100.0 4,747 
Engineering ii ceecascesra ee. cececsecesenesesenctasceetcntene 16.1 28. 2 15.0 14.6 10. 2 10.9 5.0 100.0 5, 379 
LOB W, Firteeecevessibvsvnscsctsscasaussntsssstecejadesocasasossvsccecneve 11.8 15.9 13.1 14.8 10.7 14.7 19.0 100.0 tp Wey 
Mediciie tress sce scascviesecveranceenseesenaveceeer acevo 14.0 21.1 11.2 14.7 11.9 12.8 14.3 100.0 6, 439 
Dentisityperecs oh is econ t eee eee me 15.0 19.6 17.0 15.1 12.1 14.3 6.9 100.0 5,905 
Pl erime CyPcee sc cnczyscustesececcossces ony ovstecsseeses Resceraeare 13.4 33.0 16.5 17.4 10.3 5.6 3.8 100.0 §, 217 
ClassiicaliCollier es savay mecca eiecteesteeeers 15.7 2650 14.6 14.3 8.5 9.5 10.9 100.0 5, 533 
Incoeiekeaspevers eo) ee eee 36.5 41.7 9.4 Cail 2.3 1.8 1.2 100. 0 3, 646 
ie 
* Adapted frorn 1961 Taxation Statistics, Queen's Printer. 
. 

j/ Canada, Jominion fureau of Statistics. Univer s\n pbucens Eo 

ra penditure. and Income in Canada, 1991-62, (Otvavia: Gueentch! rine 

HOGS Cavelorue 16. 61-520: 
hy 
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This table and the text which vrecedes it in the 19463 DBS publication have 
convinced many that high-income families are prossly over-represented at Canadian 
universities at the expense of low-income families. The text attemnts to mitigate 


the extent of the bias, but the message is still strong: 


\\ 

A better com- 
parison would have been with family income or even 
for all heads of families, but such comparison was 
not possible. Even assuming that instead of 36.5 
p.c. receiving less than $3,0C0 one read 30 p.c., the 
relationship would not be changed. Perhaps the. 
most remarkable observation is that between 10 p.c. 
and 22 p.c. of students in the selected faculties 
come from families reporting incomes below $3,000. 
Some of these, no doubt,were able to attend because 
of scholarships, fellowships, etc., and others be- 
cause of good summer jobs. 


From 16 to 33 p.c. reported family incomes of 
from $3,000 to $5,000. At the upper levels where 
3 p.c. of the taxpayers reported incomes of $10,000 
and over, one quarter of Arts-Science students 
reported such family income. Similarly 34 p.c. from 
Law, 27 p.c. from Medicine, 21 p.c. from Dentistry, 
16 p.c. from Engineering, 10 p.c. from Education and 
9 p.c. from Pharmacy, all reported family incomes 
of $10,000 or more. One-fifth of the classical col- 
lege students reported family income in the same 


brackets. Considering the income levels used in 
this study, it would appear that where family in- 
come is from $5,000 up, the percentage of youth 
going on to university is above average for the 
general population and as income Increases the 
ohances of entering university are improved. This 
is, however, also related to choice of faculty wealth 
Law and Medicine showing the steepest rise, 77 
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Two big weaknesses in the general population data used are 
firstly tha. family income was not used (and this is acknovledzed), 
and secondly tnat the population was not restricted to families 
whose head was in the ase-sroup of parents of university stucents. 
Recently published data allow us to re-examine 1961-52 accessibility 
to Canadian universities. 
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Population Group ee Sieg ine Or 6 ORO -ROTAL 


1 incomemca:: 
payers BO 5a eel eS / 9.) Oh 3.0 Pele: 


fe Ole eral le vee 
families Piso 3030015 Omnia: On 100 


3. Hon-rarm unat= 
tached, indiyie 
duals and fanilies 


with head ie 
Bee 5-5, een On we, Caen ae &.7 100 


Lh. Von-farn ; 
Pomvl.es won 


head aged 45-54 16.1 28, er eee er Oo 100 
SOURCES: ~Group 1. Canada, Dominion Bureaw or Stavistics, ee 

Stucent expends tur veya) GE cone, ay Casace oon 
Otters vec se sinter, TGs. Catalozue on orc 
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25 3° dh Canaday Wotinienmeurea) OF ota tistics income  DiS=y 
tribution Se comes Oi On. Biceael Pamilies sor ror 
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The dafiierence between Group 1 and Group 2 15 due 
more to the fact that incomes in Group 2 are for families 
(rather than individuals) than that they exclude farm inco- 
mes. -The question of farm incomes will be discussed later. 

Group 3 shows further increases in income when the 
population is limited to individuals and families whose head 
is aged h5-5h. 

The fact that pvarentsewith chbldren ofguniversity age 
are earning considerably more than either other families, or 
unattached individuals 88 Old as Uhense (ve See ais wale "tog ore-; 
quently: over lookedey we lhe iaaunres for Group 4 provide striking 
CV iICen Cem tne te ti cmes 2S Ou | 

Of the four population froups enalyzedin Table 2, 
Group 4 is the most applicable to compare a aa 
“parental income of 1961-52 undergraduates Table 23presenus 
the undergraduate data from Table 1 for comparison with 


PopilatroneGroup. 


TABLE 3 Income Level—Students’ Parents and Canadian New. fares Froneitet § berth: toe -{ 


K 
soa) aa | 488 | es Meh, 
sty : Less than} $3,090- ; ¢5,009 $6,000 - i 000 Sask, 
Facuity $3,000 4,999 5,93 9.993 or more TO anes | 
me Ye, ig x Pa _ c anata =: per cent 2 5 Mikhgen ro fos 
Canada | | 
! 
ArUsi=iScilence mame cata watt et mee ener ate 10.5 21.0 Mi || D9 aE GLO) Se, Aer” 
Edie stiony: 4) Ae teers eee aes le 21.6 Son8 348 |) 230 26 100.0 | 12,796; 
Engimeesing vec. accieces eae eer ee noe 16.1 28. 2 15.0 | 26°3 15+ 100.0 uy ORI 
AW coe eocie aetna eee aetantaien 11.8 15.9 epih i peers © os 100. 0 | A Ge eo 
ModVatite wanna eee eres ne ace ee 14.0 21.1 ROM estar 100-0) 3S 
Dentlstty’ sere Bo Aah re fume toi ar 15.0 19.6 | 1102729 {+2 100.0 Vo as 
Pieris cyncet at Cesena i 13.4 33.0 16.5 | 27-7 Tey. JOOA0 Ts eons on 
GlassiigaliCollies ecw ats arene ae ere 15a 26.5 RG) eee Cop 100.0 : 
New SOS It sual 4 EES Lea -( / ; 
Fiera 16-1 Mor eS | eo ; 
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The faculties show the same relative differences, but 
some faculties show mnaerro nese neeien at the $10,000 plus 
level (Education and Pharmacy) and all faculties show under- 
representation at the 0, 000297909 level “At the, less than 
$3,000 level Education has 21.5 percent compared to 14.1 per- 
cent InsGroup) lL. Engineering Varnes only ol percen@ an the 
first two levels. The preatest divergence occurs in Law 
(2757 vercent at less than 95.5000, comparedmro usmocrcene). 
Glearly, aecessi binaay wo all facultiest in aol we S emicn 
better than previously Sus eeSucG i amire. etme graphical 
representation of the over-and under-representation imolicit 


Dye) abe 3% 


Fig. 1 (see next page) 
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They peoiauies speak. fox themselves, but note that under- 
representation is greatest in the $3000-5000 and $5000-10,000 


intervals, never in the less than 33,000 cavegory. 


Graduates 
In 1954 DBS published a report on 1951-452 Canadian 
ae 
graduate students—/which contained a table of combined parental 
income for Single and merried studenvs. | Themecanes kinds ol 
comparative analysis that was made with undergraduates has 


been repeated with the figures for graduate students and is 


presenved win] apie Wand Wueure (2: 


Canada) Dominvonmpureau lof Stataseiucs: University ue 


Expenditure and Income in Canada , 1941-32, Ottawa: Gueents 


Printer, Mole (Catalorue No..o1-521- 
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Figure 2 reveals a striking over-representation of 

| graduate students from families earning less than $3,000 or 
more than $10,000. The differences between the three pro- 
fisesscan be pant yrexplained-mn- terns of age. (Only) 71. 
percent of single students living at nome were 30 or older, 
compared to 11 percent of those diving away; and 32.1 percent 
of the married students. At tage 30 most students would nov 
be relyin= Onfeny income from thelr parents, Ipiecnewmnorwe: a 
Significant proportion of Gnear parencs could verretired and 


therefore living on reduced mmncomes: 
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Accessibility in 1954-55 
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In 195% the Canadian Union, of Students: published its 


survey of 1954-55 predominantly English-speaking under- 


ifs E (ah 


Braduates.-" Tne fisurées which generated the ereatest in- 
terest and waich were regarded by: both the auchor and most 


reeders as. U1e Mi0Sst Signii came mieresUnose eorparanerunder— 


RavinoOviecny whi ke cauuivoline has meat 
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that were the figures completely comparable in these five 
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FESPeCL Se mune, exten Ol MiVversily aobendance oy childre ig, Mone 
low-income families would be even less than his figures show. 


Recently pudlished DBS data vermit us to eva sluate Rabinovitch's 


Le 


Opinion shor fourrtot Che soive: Dacvors=neement one: send vomre= 
exanine accessibility in 1954-55 in the light of more relevant 
population daua. ihe old “ancinew 1 cures are preceur sarin 


Tab les :. 
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“/nobert Labinovitch. eb SR Of mhnerCanadian gos 
Secondary ouudeny Population, | ttawas Cenadian Union jor 


‘Students, 1955. 
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Table 5. -Percentage Distribution by Income of Canadian Population Groups, 1961 and 1945. 
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Populatzon Groups 
pulat we 
and Years wee oe 


ee ee oe el ee ee 
pencent Of Cerag> 

1. Parents of undergraduates from 9 19 13 Q 20 25 a5 
mainly English-speaking univer- 
sities, 1954-55. 

2, Non-farm families, 1951 ADM 32.0 14.9 10.8 ghee oral Oe 

aye) 

Bue Non-tomarem (ies, =1955 2Q,1- 15.3 20.9 US WAS 232 Lee 100 

eeivon-.arm tame lies with head 1Oe6 AES) dae es G2 PaO Padlen AG LOC 
aged &5-51, 1965. 

5, Families (farm and non-farm) neues) V7.3 Tedign se 1k A 2a 2062 100 
with head aged 45-54, 1965. 

PM ene eedeezcd «= 1G E32 122 25H 1 100 
Plas Die) s ee Se Se ae ee ee ee ee 

Sources 


Grouvs 1 & 2 - Robert Rabinovitch. An Analvsis of the Canadian Post-Secondary Student Pooulation. 


SS 


Ottawa: Canadian Union of Students of Students, TONS i oan Se Ge “Can hie 
Groups 3 & 4 - Canada, Dominion Bureau of Statistics, Income Distributions - Incomes of Non-farm 


we rn a ee rere —! 


Families aad Individuals in Canada, Selected Years LOS 1055" Ottawa: Queen's 


Printer, 1949. Catalogue No. 13-529. 


Group 5 - Canada, Dominion Bureau of Statistics. Income Distributions by Size in Canada. 
1955, Ottawa: Queen's Printer, 1958. Cavalozue No. in 
Group 6 ECan Dominion bureau of Statistics. Unoublished data from survey of consu- 


mer finances, 1966. 
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Twill nowediscuss the! five factors of incompavioliicy with 
reference to Table ts 
1. Different time bases: Rabinovitch compared 1964-55 students 
(Group 1) with the 1961 population (Group 2). The 1955 popula- 
tion data (Group 3) is obviously more peer and reduces a 
marked improvement in: accessibility. 
2. Age-groupings: the age of the parents of university under- 
Braduaves would tend to fall within W0-52. Incomes "or this 
section of the population are considerably higher than those of 
Other age groups. Group | shows incomes of families whose head 
was’ 45-5h, and statistics elsewhere suggest that the incomes 
would be even higher if this group were to include families whose 
head was aged 40-dl. 
3. Farm incomes. Seroup, > shows (Ne exteny Ger wich weneael 
income distribution, including net farm income,differs from 
national non-farm anon 
4, Family income compared to combined income of parents: the 


income Stalistycs which correspond closest to Ghose of the stu- 


ie 


dents' parents are Presented BimvGroun 6 wel ney vec Panay 
OVEerstbate income because ney include ancone for mever married 
children living in the same household. 

5. Exclusion of French-speaking universities: the student 
figures quoved by habinoviteh are mainly those of Eng lish- 
speaking students, ~Obener things “bernse “equals “one would vexpect 


the parental income of all students to be reduced with the 
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addition of data for French-speaking students. The reduction 
might be sufficient to offset the upward distortion caused by 
using census family income rather than parental income for the 
total population. 

In reassessing 1954-55 accessibility data the first step 
will be to pro-rate the 5 percent of students whose parents! 
income as not accounted for: ~The student data befere and aiver 


proration is presented in Table S$. 


Table G Parents! Combined Incone_ Before Tax. 1954-55 Under- 
graduates and 1955 Families. 
aes re ca undergraniates Census Families with 
Income lew, (head aged 45-54 
bd Diane Setar tie ae UM Mtr Oe at SVeceeiies 7 Fercent | : 
LESS THAN $3,000 wc 9.5 , 1373 
$3,000 - $4,999 19 20.0. Peles 
$5, 000) = oe ooo is iby 12.4 
$6,000 - $6,999 9 OFS eee 
$7,000 - $7,999 g Sols aa Oe 
$8,000 - $8,999 6 Sop ) 
. ORES, 
$9,000 - $9,999 eG 6.3 ) 
$10,000 - $14,999 1h ee | Heo 
ioc mee ue we lean wel sae he lie ae ns ee eet, ee 
peTOT) le ae Me aE ge te) 4 ee ee OO. nae li ert ake OU Bye ie 20 
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Theeri ght havdacolumn of table vomeansuow be used Laconjuncuion 
with thes céntrescolummato draw. Nipure 3, <a profile of amder- 


graduate accessibility in 1954-65. 
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Fig. 3 PROFILE OF ACCESSIBILITY OF 1954-55 UNDERGRADUATES 


ae 


(percentage points difference of income distribution 
of 1951-52 undergraduates! parents and 1955 census families 
whose head was aged 45-51.) | 


This profile reveals as much under-representation in 


the SS /0002310 000 fintervalyas in theless than '33 ,000 


interval. There: ts" strlrl ambalance ac. the -extrenc ends Of: 


the income scale, but nowhere near the extent suggested by 


the C.U.S. report. Any biases in the sampling of either set 
of data could -account#for a considerable provcrtion of ache 
variance. 

Commentators on the C.U.S. report have given exaggerated 
publicity tows findings, ano one rensral, pusitic has. become 
indoctrinated in the belief that the children of the rich are 

(ee Aha 
Stealing Iplacessau UNVversl Cy tat yUne expense oF students from 
low-income families. Sines pervasiveness of thzs now obvious 
exaggeration can be appreciated by referring to the many arti- 
cles’ and speeches whieh have accented PRabinovitch's orisinal 


figures: without question. 
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The Dominion Bureau of Statistics conducted a national 
survey of the 1968-59 post-secondary student population. Income 
dastr2vuGLOnS Of pa cee are; presented in “Table~7: 


Table 7. Combined Parental Income of 1958-69 Post-Secondary Students 
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Income distribution figures for the corresponding 
wider population are not yet available, but by comparing 
figures for the five student groups with those for the total 
Boat ecco population we can detect certain differences 
in accessibility by study program. For. example, university 
graduates show the same peaks in the extreme ecmele re- 
vealed in the study of 1961-62 graduates. University under- 
graduates, who represent two thirds of the total student 
body surveyed, reported higher parental income than other 
student groups. Student nurses show relatively poor repre-_ 
sentation in the greater than $15,000 interval, and high 
“representation fromess .0CO= co $8 ,O00. eacken trainees 
show an anticipated relatively high concentration in inter- 
vals of less than $7,000, and representation in income- 
levels o7 more than 89,000 is correspondingly less than Other 
student. groups. The “income -distrpourionm curve, ol ovner post 
secondary students parallels thee of teacher trainees, but 
is. closer spomtne total most-secondary @urve. "bt, is smcveresiing 
to compare the figures for university undergraduates with 
those for tother post-secondary students': from $8,000 and up 
Vthere are pro vonuionally more undereracuatces, sone surplus 


being drawn from each interval of Jess than $8,000. 
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Accessibility changes during the 1950's 


inedcaree undergraduate eroups for which combined parental 
income distrnoutions are avai labile, are listedtinesection(a) of 
Table"8.- Section (0) contains two sets offfamily income data: 
the first set showsincome changes from 1961 to 1955; the 


second’ set shows trends since 1965. 


Tablews,imcoms Distripuctors of Undergraduates! Parents and 


Selected Family Grou fos. var i ousmoeans | 
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i per cent | 
1) Combined parental income, | | | 
undergraduates | ae | tr, | 
Ws) 100 IG 2 ares-sciecuce MLO oe Gar One Jak Temi) les Re Seay ne 100 
2. 1954-55 maanliv Ene lish= | OD 20.0 US BC SE a ea es te AAS 100 
. speaking ‘bn, cy Ue | P7 | 197. /0\ (746 ea NOTE TS 
3. 1958-59 undergraduates Se UGRO' WW enc le | Peo oe ele 
me & | pT: A ws pre y = ar oe. 
»)) Families with head aged 45-5) | OB eG | oat 
L. 1951 Non-farm dGrelin 2810s) meee eae B2aA Cy. a 100 
Oe A955) Non=Tarm 11678 | 17/3) 18/5 ec es ele PeaOe® 
On 21955 Non snorieCrer ss ol ee ae ee pe dea one 7 200 
Sof, 2067 ion ton eter Calne eee te | eae: 
eOuUrces: 
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Group 3 - Table 7 
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Groupe. = OP cit, DED 9 Incosee iG cron lone Dus came 
Group 7 - Canada, Dominion Bureau of tatistics. Unou- 
Olished preliminary cate tram survey of consumer 
finances, 1958. 
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The extent of change in accessibility from 1961-62 to 
1968-69 can be guaged by comparing changes from year to year 
in the income distribution of Section (a) (the students! 
parents) and of AR (b) (the corresponding wider popula- 
tion group). In Section (a) incomes increase faster than 
those in Section (b), then accessibility is deteriorating; 
if the reverse is true, then accessibility is improving. 
Bearing inswind that the ficuressin, Groups dendecnou rabies 
are noe for ai lundereracua tec rm (acme (mar OM pms mn ae students? 
parental “pntelaline appears to be. increasing “at a slower oe than. 
incomes of Groups 2 & 5, and of Groups 67 & 7. “ites likely 
that 1969 incomes will prove to be considerably higher than 
Group 7 incomes. The data in Table &. suggest a considerable 
improvement in accessibility to undergraduate studies from 


1OGH=622 Vo 1966-69". 
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The DBS surveys of family income are conducted in 

a highly professional manner. The Bureau's specialists in 
form design, sampling, data collection and verification have 
years) of experiences i ithein taelde and their family income 
data is widely acknowledged as being reliable. 

VarLouspsourceseol Paar a A Shon to wag 
Salorics, aneyiteni zed for mesvoncente) Lomrecamem 2cnno 
income vhey might othe:iise overtook when coupletang.vneir 
questionnaires. When students were asked to report Lieiy 
pare nes weincone. the LAS LYUCCLONSeWeremmuch Or let or eand 
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In the 1958-69 student survey there was 4 Nene aie 
Ssubsigiary oeak Of (reported incomes am une @9CUl—-10. CoC 
interval. eported incomes analyzed in $1,000 intervals rose 
SMOOUNLy sone Deal aula oul 55. C0CO cmieuien sell less sprec.— 


Pivously Cieer3s COO slonsmootn oun the descent from S80Cl 
to $11,000 two percent would have to be deducted Prone Lhe 
DO, OGl= > VOiGGG amtervyel end acsiwened im equal porouortso1s So 
thie nexe hi enest and next Lowest am venvyoale,. | lnereimay De 


legitimate reasons for tne Incere distribution curve GOL DSeing 


relatively smo0etn, but the subsidiary peal) So, COl-10,0C0 


may also reflect an aporoximavion Om stwO mercent on bie returns 


which were reported at exactly 510,C00 by students whose parents 


were in fact earning anything @10ne.5,00C to o12,C00, The two 
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percent assumed error would not be sufficient to alter the 
findings of this paper, because intervals have been combined 
and the net assumed error has thereby been reduced to an insi- 
enificant one percent. _One might have expected another concen- 
tration -at=15.000) but thie temnoueene case. 

Aomore Serious cause for concern is the /choace of 
interval itselt. “The fact thay 1ess-40 "student, datas 
recorded in intervals of one dollarwnicner thamgaliecener 
data might not seem Serious, ONG the questionnaire @sxed for 
total Wie, Don. Bellon tax (as opposed Go Ssnecitic rences). 
and Unere: may ‘nave been 47sienii canw number Vor mCaseo em iere 
income was approximated to the nearest thousand dollars. For 
example, i 1s not known how many of the 4.75 reporting income 
of $2,001-3,000 reported exactly $3,000, which strictly 
speaking should have been part of the $3,0C0-$4,999 interval, 
nov the, Ulessesthan a3. cco! interval. Obviously the choice of 
intervals: couldsalrect) tne prothmiles or wanancGuel access iDiin ov, 

Table: ehows thay lo.o> Ofssuudents did no. 
report their parents! income in the 1956-59 survey. It is 
difficult, to say whether those whoxcid now report. came 7 rom 
families of higher or lower-income. Of the @1.1% who did 
reporG. their barenvs? incorie wedo No. Know. etLier hom acel- 
rate their ficures were. for whether they mnderstated or yover-— 
stated their parents" incore., However, thesditserencessby 
faculty in the income profiles for 19sl-o20) {\iiiustracved yan 


basure) V)\,. cormeéspond fairly closely to di fiercnces revealed 
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by socio-economic indicators Such as occupation of father and 
education Of parents... The same is true for the differences 

by study program for 1966-59 post-secondary students (see 
Table 7). Another way to theasure the Pedaa Owes varok tie 
student data is to examine the figures reported from survey 10 


Survey for inconsistencies. The three Séus Of undergraduate 
\ 


data in Table 8 reveal no contradictory movements over the years: 


Om the contrary ,) the progression is smooth and consistent with 
other economic indicators, 

While the above observations are not SUL ever ent, CO 
aivay sali ietears ane ne rewaa bie icy ot es toe arn reported ost as 
they do suggest that if major biases exist they would have to 
Occur consistently from faculty to faculty, soudy program to 


study program, and from survey to survey. 
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